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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

• Claim 1 recites the limitation "said comparing step" in line 9. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

• Claim 3 recites the limitation "said change" in line 19. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

• Claims 2-9 are rejected due to their dependency on claim 1. 

• Claims 10-27 are rejected for the same reasons as in claims 1-9. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC g 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1 5 3-5, 10, 12-14, 19 and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) based upon 
the invention anticipated by Burgess et al. (U. S. Patent No. 5,696,701). 
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As per claim 1, Burgess et al. discloses a method for managing a network infrastructure 
(see abstract, read as monitoring computer network) comprising: storing an expected network 
infrastructure description (read as storing performance values of monitored network computer, 
fig. 8 item #138 and #140); comparing said expected network infrastructure description with a 
current network infrastructure description (network infrastructure description is interpreted as 
configuration information of a computer, col. 5 L24-43); and outputting a result of said 
comparing step (col. 5 L43-51), wherein differences (read as configuration changes) between 
said expected network infrastructure description and said current network infrastructure 
disruption are displayed (col. 4 L26-36 and fig. 2 item #40); . 

As per claim 3, Burgess further discloses the method as in claim 1, wherein said method 
further comprises changing said network infrastructure with a configuration agent (read as 
monitoring and tracking agent, col. 7 L60-67 to col. 8 LI -2 and fig. 1 item #16 and fig. 3 item 
#48) and storing said change in said expected network infrastructure description (fig. 5 item 
#90). 

As per claim 4, Burgess further discloses the method for managing a network as in claim 
1, wherein said comparing further comprises collecting said current network infrastructure 
description (read as gathering system configuration information, col. 5 L24-39). 

As per claim 5, Burgess discloses the method as in claim 1, wherein said collecting of 
said current network infrastructure description further comprises using agents to collect said 
current network infrastructure description (read as monitoring and tracking agent, col. 5 LI 0-40). 

As per claim 10, it is inherent that the computer system would have a bus, a memory 
coupled to bus, and a processor coupled to bus because without these elements the computer 
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would not operate. Therefore, claim 10 is rejected for the same reasons set forth in claim 1 
above. 

As per claims 12-14, 19 and 21-23, they do not teach or further define over the 
limitations in claims 1 and 3-5. Therefore, claims 12-14, 19 and 21-23 are rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in claims 1 and 3-5. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC £ 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



6. Claims 9, 18 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Burgess et 
al (U. S. Patent No. 5,696,701). 
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As per claim 9, Burgess teaches the process of outputting a message indicating that an 
event has occurred, wherein the message includes data about the event (col. 6 LI 8-25), however, 
Burgess does not explicitly teach outputting a message stating that said expected network 
infrastructure description and said current infrastructure description are identical. But, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Burgess teaching to output a message stating expected and current infrastructure 
description are identical. One of ordinary skilled in the art would have been motivated because 
doing so would have notified the network administrator about the status of the computer. 

As per claims 1 8 and 27, they do not teach or further define over the limitations in claim 
9. Therefore, claims 18 and 27 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in claim 9. 

7. Claims 2, 6-7, 11,15-16, 20 and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over Burgess et al (U. S. Patent No. 5,696,701) in view of Miyake et al. (U. S. Pub. No. 
2001/0042118 Al). 

As per claim 2, Burgess does not explicitly disclose the method as in claim 1, wherein 
said network infrastructure is a switched network infrastructure. 

Miyake et al, from the same field of endeavor, explicitly disclose the switched media 
network environment (pg. 1 para. 3). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skilled in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Miyake with the system and method of 
Burgess in order to configure and implement the method and system in a switched network 
environment. 
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The motivation for doing so would have been because switched networks allows a large 
number of users to share limited resources and would have also effectively utilized a limited 
bandwidth of a network and reducing network traffic (Miyake, pg. 1 para. 3). The switched 
network is also widely used today because it enables faster communications. 

As per claim 6, Burgess does not explicitly disclose the method as in claim 1, wherein 
said comparing further comprises converting said expected network infrastructure description 
into an expected network infrastructure graphical description and converting said current 
network infrastructure description into a current network infrastructure graphical description. 
Miyake, from the same field of endeavor, explicitly discloses a method capable of displaying 
two-dimensional data in a two-dimensional display area and all portion of the two-dimensionally 
displayed data is displayed three-dimensionally in a three-dimensionally area (read as network 
infrastructure description is converted to network infrastructure graphical representation, see 
abstract; fig. 27 and fig. 68 item #32 displayed graphically as item #47). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate the teaching of Miyake as stated above with the system and method of Burgess in 
order to convert the network infrastructure description to a network infrastructure graphical 
description. One of ordinary skilled in the art would have been motivated because doing so 
would have enabled user manipulation of the logical network topologies. It would have also 
provided a better understanding of the network entities and its information by converting the 
two-dimensional data to three-dimensional data. 
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As per claim 7, Burgess and Miyake does not explicitly teach comparing said expected 
network infrastructure graphical description with said current network infrastructure graphical . 
description, however, Miyake discloses a manipulation area and a three-dimensional display area 
(read as graphical representation, fig. 27 item #20, #21, #22 and #23). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Miyake to compare the two graphical description (comparing visually item #21 and item 
#20). One of ordinary skilled in the art would have been motivated because the differences in the 
network topology or infrastructure between the expected and current description would have 
been determined efficiently and precisely. 

As per claims 11, 15-16, 20 and 24-25, they do not teach or further define over the 
limitations in claims 2 and 6-7. Therefore, claims 11, 15-16, 20 and 24-25 are rejected for the 
same reasons as set forth in claims 2 and 6-7. 

8. Claims 8, 17 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Burgess et 
al (U. S. Patent No. 5,696,701) in view of Fitzgerald et al. (U. S. Patent No. 5,581,764). 

As per claim 8, Burgess does not explicitly disclose outputting a list of devices from said 
expected network infrastructure description which are missing from said current network 
infrastructure description, outputting a list of devices from said current network infrastructure 
description having a different configuration from the configuration of said devices in said 
expected network infrastructure description and outputting a list of devices from said current 
network infrastructure description which are not described in said expected network 
infrastructure description. 
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Fitzgerald, from the same field of endeavor, discloses the method of comparing a 
Should have list (SH, read as expected network infrastructure description) and Already have list 
(AH, read as current network infrastructure description) of network resources (fig. 24 block #98) 
and based on comparison, generating (read as outputting) a Need List that identifies items that 
are present in the AH list but absent from SH list (col. 5 LI 0-30). A Need list also identifies 
resource deletions, additions, and updates necessary to configure a desktop (read as list which 
identifies the missing component, not described component and component with different 
configuration in either expected or current network infrastructure description, fig. 24 item #98 
and #100 and fig. 25 item #1 12, #1 14, #1 16 and #118; fig. 3 considering an update function for a 
device with different configuration, delete function for a deleting devices or resources that are 
missing from current network infrastructure description and adding function for adding resources 
that are not described in expected network infrastructure description or Should have list; col. 5 
L10-57). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skilled in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Fitzgerald as stated above with the system 
and method of Burgess in order to output a list of devices that are missing from current network 
infrastructure description, devices or resources having a different configuration from expected 
configuration and devices that are not described in expected network infrastructure description. 

One of ordinary skilled in the art would have been motivated because doing would have 
automated and enabled the management of changes in a distributed computing environment 
(Fitzgerald, col. 8 LI 5-21). It would have also articulated and managed the specific system 
configuration requirements and would have further permitted dynamic reconfiguration of a 
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system based upon policy changes and system technology configuration changes (Fitzgerald, col. 
7 L30-35). Also, it would have enabled resource deletions, additions, and updates necessary to 
configure computer systems in accordance with administrator requirements (Fitzgerald, col. 5 



As per claim 17 and 26, they do not teach or further define over the limitations in claim 8. 
Therefore, claims 17 and 26 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in claim 8. 



9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KAMAL B. DIVECHA whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5863. The examiner can normally be reached on 9.00am-5.30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Zarni Maung can be reached on 571-272-3939. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



L35-40). 



Conclusion 
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